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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND REGENERATION COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

6th Meeting, 2012 (Session 4) 
 

Wednesday 7 March 2012 
 
The Committee will meet at 10.15 am in Committee Room 1. 
 
1. Decision on taking business in private: The Committee will decide whether 

to take item 5 and all future consideration of evidence received on the public 
services reform and local government strand 1 - partnerships and outcomes 
inquiry in private. 

 
2. Public services reform and local government: strand 1 – partnerships and 

outcomes: The Committee will take evidence from— 
 

Dr Stephen Sinclair, Lecturer in Sociology and Social Policy, Glasgow 
Caledonian University; 
 
Professor Richard Kerley, Queen Margaret University; 
 

and then from— 
 

Joe Simpson, Principal Strategic Adviser, Local Government Association. 
 

3. Subordinate legislation: The Committee will take evidence on the Non-
Domestic Rates (Levying) (Scotland) (No.2) Regulations 2012(SSI 2012/29) 
from— 

 
Derek Mackay MSP, Minister for Local Government and Planning, Scottish 
Government; 
 
Marianne Cook, Policy Manager, Local Government Finance Unit, Scottish 
Government; 
 
Colin Brown, Senior Principal Legal Officer, Legal Services Directorate, 
Scottish Government. 
 

4. Subordinate legislation: Margaret Mitchell to move—S4M-02155—That the 
Local Government and Regeneration Committee recommends that the Non-
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Domestic Rates (Levying) (Scotland) (No.2) Regulations 2012(SSI 2012/29) be 
annulled. 

 
5. Subordinate legislation: The Committee will consider the following negative 

instruments— 
 

Non-Domestic Rate (Scotland) Order 2012 (SSI 2012/27); 
Non-Domestic Rates (Levying) (Scotland) Regulations 2012 (SSI 2012/28) 
 

6. Police and Fire Reform (Scotland) Bill (in private): The Committee will 
consider a draft report to the Justice Committee. 

 
7. Public services reform and local government: strand 1 – partnerships and 

outcomes: The Committee will consider the evidence received. 
 
 

Eugene Windsor 
Clerk to the Local Government and Regeneration Committee 

Room T3.40 
The Scottish Parliament 

Edinburgh 
Tel: 0131 348 5217 

Email: eugene.windsor@scottish.parliament.uk 
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Scottish Parliament Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
Public Sector Reform and Local Government in Scotland 

 
Dr. Stephen Sinclair, Senior Lecturer in Social Policy, Glasgow Caledonian University 
 
This response to the Scottish Parliament Local Government and Regeneration Committee’s 
call for evidence on public sector reform and local government in Scotland focuses on the first 
of the three strands outlined in the notification of Monday 19th December 2011; i.e. 
partnerships and outcomes, specifically how the ongoing development of Community 
Planning Partnerships and the community planning process could be built upon to support 
outcome-based approaches to service planning and delivery. 
 
1. While ‘there is no secret formula to delivering improvement in the local government 

sector’1 nevertheless the general characteristics of the best performing local authorities 
are widely known and can be applied to Community Planning Partnerships (CPPs). 
Among the most important characteristics are the following: 

 
 a clear vision and purpose of what the organisation wants to achieve; 
 organisational leaders who are able to communicate their vision so that there is a 

clear ‘line of sight’ from overall aims to the activities of front-line staff;  
 effective communication with stakeholders and high levels of trust between 

partners who are committed to sharing responsibility; 
 investment in organisational capacity and skills development; 
 evidence is used to improve performance (rather than merely report 

accomplishments), and effective feedback systems provide opportunities to 
challenge ineffective practices. 

 
2. CPPs are examples of complex organisations better regarded as comparable to 

organisms rather than rational systems amenable to technocratic interventions 2 . 
Research examining the most important influences of multi-member partnerships 
conclude that the ‘human aspects’ of partnership working are decisive3. It is important to 
appreciate that developing effective multi-organisational partnerships is a resource 
intensive activity which does not necessarily reduce short term costs4 . Investing 
resources and time is required to establish effective partnerships and subsequent 
improvements may not be apparent to service users, e.g. the benefits of sharing or 
streamlining back office functions. 

 
3. Partnership working also entails risks as officials may have to depend upon partner 

organisations to deliver outcomes for  which they remain accountable5. Evidence from 
long-term evaluations of local partnerships confirm that building trust and mutual 
understanding is a prerequisite for organisations to accept the potential vulnerability 

                                                 
1. IdeA. (2005).  What Makes For Improvement? IdeA / Local Government Association. http://www.idea.gov.uk/idk/aio/1727032 
2. Seel, R. (2000). ‘Culture and Complexity: New Insights On Organisational Change’. Organisations & People. 7 (2) 
3. Schmuecker, K. and Tehrani, E. (2011) Drawing On All Resources? - The Involvement Of The Voluntary And Community 

Sector And Social Enterprise In Northern Local Enterprise Partnerships. Institute of Public Policy Research. 
4. Russell, H. (2010). Research Into Multi-Area Agreements: Long-Term Evaluation Of Local Area Agreements And Local 

Strategic Partnerships. Department of Communities and Local Government. 
5. Wimbush, E. (2011). ‘Implementing An Outcomes Approach To Public Management And Accountability In The UK - Are We 

Learning The Lessons?’ Public Money & Management. 31 (3) 
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involved in this loss of control6. The commitment of organisational leaders is a first 
requirement for relationships of trust to develop: a strong drive from elected members 
and senior managers is required for commitments agreed between organisations to be 
reflected in the priorities and activities of staff in individual agencies. 

 
4. This commitment is substantially reinforced if performance targets and staff appraisal, 

incentive and reporting systems within member organisations are reformed to reflect the 
emphasis on partnership working. Neither agreed strategic programmes nor statements 
from senior managers will be effective within organisations unless they are reflected in 
performance management arrangements and definitions and measures of ‘success’7. 

 
5. It is important not to conflate community engagement in local governance partnerships 

with voluntary and private sector participation as these pose distinct challenges. The 
level of voluntary and third sector engagement in local governance partnerships often 
reflects the strength of local infrastructure, i.e. whether there are well resourced 
collective organisations and representative mechanisms able to co-ordinate this highly 
diverse sector. Some CPPs have encountered challenges in including third sector 
organisations in the development of Single Outcome Agreements (SOAs)8, and many 
of the most effective local partnerships have invested in the development of collective 
third sector bodies. Local partnerships led by public sector agencies may have to adapt 
their decision-making process to accommodate the particular requirements of third 
sector partners (e.g. allow additional time for such partners to consult their sector), and 
appreciate that many such partners have nether the resources nor experience available 
to public sector organisations engaged in strategic policy-making. 

 
6. Local governance partnerships throughout the UK have encountered difficulties in 

maintaining consistent private sector involvement, and in many cases a dedicated 
resource is required to support business sector participation9. Representatives of the 
private sector often do not feel any compelling interest nor duty to participate in local 
governance partnerships as a standing commitment, and prefer to engage on specific 
issues on an ad hoc basis10. Reflecting this, CBI Scotland noted that the participation of 
the local business sector in developing SOAs had not been raised members as an 
issue of concern11. The operation of CPPs would have to significantly reformed to 
increase the participation of the business sector. 

 
7. Progress is evident in the development of an outcomes approach in CPPs, but it is also 

apparent that embedding an effective outcomes approach within partnerships is a long-
term and demanding process, and that even the most advanced CPPs are still at an 
early stage of development, involved in tackling such basic issues as prioritising 
outcomes, identifying appropriate performance indicators and establishing a relevant 
evidence base12. 

                                                 
6. European Institute for Urban Affairs et al. (2011). Long Term Evaluation Local Area Agreements And Local Strategic 

Partnerships, 2007 - 2010: Final Report. Department of Communities and Local Government. 
7. McGuire, A. (2010). Outcome Focused Targets. Learning Point 57. Scottish Centre for Regeneration 
8. Herbert, S. (2010). Single Outcome Agreements 2009-10. SPICe Briefing 10/18 
9. IdeA. (2011). Business Involvement in LSPs. http://www.idea.gov.uk/idk/core/page.do?pageId=15367555 
10. Sinclair, S. and Lindsay, K. (2008). Presence Or Partnership? - Voluntary And Private Sector Influence In Community 

Planning In Scotland. Scottish Poverty Information Unit. 
11. Johnstone, R. et al. (2008). ‘Vested Interest’ Holyrood Magazine. 192. June. p.13. 
12. McGuire, A. (2011). Embedding An Outcomes Approach In Tackling Poverty And Regeneration. Improvement Service / 

Scottish Government. 
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8. The initial SOAs produced in 2008 reflected the limited preparation time available, and 

often drew together statements and targets in members’ existing corporate plans rather 
than undertake a strategic reappraisal of priorities and how organisations could work in 
partnership to deliver these. Some of the weakness apparent in this first wave of SOAs 
are still apparent; including a lack of detail about the assumed causal links between 
aspirations, activities and outcomes; the extent to which targets are actually 
measurable; and the tendency to select outcomes which reflect existing activities and 
services rather than develop outcome strategies following a systematic consideration of 
local priorities13. 

 
 
 
March 2012 

                                                 
13. Midwinter, A. (2009). Single Outcome Agreements: A Critical View. Paper for Social Services Research Group. 
 Telfer, C, Dickie. J. and Fraser, M. (2009) Single Outcome Agreements 2009: An Analysis By Members Of The 

Campaign To End Child Poverty In Scotland. End Child Poverty. 
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 

Inquiry into Public Sector Reform 

Strand 1 Partnerships and Outcomes 

Evidence: Professor Richard Kerley, Queen Margaret University 

 

Thank you for the invitation to give evidence to the committee; I have outlined what I 
consider to be some key issues below and look forward to developing these ideas 
when with the committee. In doing this, I have elided some of the bullet points the 
inquiry lists under ‘Strand 1’ and these are in italics below. 

 

[How could councils better integrate their partners into the process? How could the 
degree of commitment to the process amongst other community planning partners 
be improved? How can any legislative or administrative barriers that make 
partnership working more difficult be overcome?]  

 
Community planning has, in general terms, and in most areas of the country 
contributed to a more effective development of the array of public services that are 
provided to and with the community. It can be improved – as can all such 
arrangements. In my observation and experience, the default assumption is that 
the council in a given jurisdiction is the lead body for CP. There is a good argument 
for this in that the council is the only elected body  with a primary concern for that 
geography,  but such arrangements  can on occasion lead other partners into 
thinking they have  a lesser responsibility /engagement .  Interestingly, this is in 
some ways the pre-planning equivalent of almost all reported child protection 
tragedies here the primary focus of blame is directed at local authority child care 
staff. 
 

For this reason I consider that necessary – and quite simple – legislative changes 
should make the obligation on other public partners [ primarily health , police , fire 
and rescue] to  share ‘jointly and severally ‘ the duties of CP. i.e. all such boides 
should have a common and identical statutory obligation worded in a similar 
manner. 

[How can local authorities and their partners move further towards real, integrated 
working? ] 
 
Integrated working is complex and often hard to achieve . This is rooted in one of 
the primary management and occupational  dilemmas: to specialise or to integrate . 
The skill and attitude sets  required of the ‘integrator ‘ are often valued less highly 
than those of the specialist and such roles are often seen as more readily 
dispensable than ‘front line staff ‘ . Public bodies should be encouraged to engage 
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in mixed team working  and joint outcome reporting to the partnership bodies, both 
collectively and individually. 
 
[What steps would facilitate the sharing of budgets in pursuit of shared outcomes? ]   
 
I  consider this to be one of the more complex challenges that will face government 
and various public bodies engaged in this mandated process [ e.g. in care planning 
]. The scope for gaming is extensive and aided by differential levels of 
transparency in current financial and outcome reporting regimes . Local authority 
planned budgets ; actual spend and performance data are  readily available to 
individuals and other concerned stakeholder organisations . I do not consider the 
same can be said for the health service [for example] and post 2013 the 
arrangements for the Police and F&R have still to be determined. I think it entirely 
possible that some bodies will currently be re-framing budgets to best protect their 
spending discretion. I would therefore explicitly advise the committee to seek a  
lengthy audit trail [ past 5 years perhaps? ] on spend patterns for those 
services/activities where budget sharing and closer integration is in prospect . 
 
[How can the partners further improve on the progress that has been made and 
overcome the remaining challenges on engaging communities and voluntary sector 
organisations in the process? How can the community planning arrangements be 
adapted and developed to promote outcomes-based and preventative 
approaches? How could local authorities and other public bodies contribute more 
to influencing and improving outcomes in their area? ] 
 
The questions posed here – and the general tenor of discussion about both the CP 
process and achieving desired outcomes are often overly focused on what public / 
third sector bodies can do. I suggest to the committee that it might consider  
exploring a wider ‘reach’ to community planning . If we are concerned about 
outcomes and preventative measures then we might usefully address how we 
discuss such goals with those non – public entities that have a great impact on 
these. My most obvious candidates to engage in this discussion would be food etc. 
providers [effectively supermarkets] and on and off sales [pubs; off – licences; and 
supermarkets again].  Given the sophisticated retailer awareness of customer 
tastes there could be a lot to be gained by directly involving representatives of such 
firms in CP discussions to promote a wider awareness of desired social outcomes  
.  
 
[How can arrangements, processes and accountability be improved? ] 
 
I have referred above to differential transparency in various data sets, all of which 
are relevant to this matter. Greater consistency and more clearly signposted  
access would help – particularly for ‘armchair auditors ‘  [ as they have been called 
elsewhere] in an age of increased citizen participation   . 
Consistency of reporting date and channels would aid shared working and the 
achievement of better outcomes. I was recently made aware of an exercise by 
NHS Health Scotland to re-order health information data using   LA boundaries 
rather than the Health Board boundary focus; it apparently attracted far more 
attention from councils than did the former mode of presentation of the data. 
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Proposed accountabilities for the intended health /care partnerships remain to be 
determined, but if the plans make provision for   appointing accountable officers 
then this will have implications for information and reporting channels. 
 
In respect of the police and F&R the lines of accountability post 2013 are still to be 
fully clarified ; the committee will no doubt haver a view on this, certainly in respect 
of the proposed 32 geographies sub – boundaries.   
 
Richard Kerley  
 
 

 



Agenda Item 2                                                                           LGR/S4/12/6/3 
7 March 2012  
 

1 
 

Written submission from the Local Government Association 

The Local Government Association is here to support, promote and improve 
local government. 

 
Local government in England is facing the most radical changes, as well as 
the most significant opportunities, in a decade.  

We will fight local government’s corner and support councils through 
challenging times by focusing on our top two priorities: 

 representing and advocating for local government and making the case 
for greater devolution  

 helping councils tackle their challenges and take advantage of new 
opportunities to deliver better value for money services.  

This note summarises the evolution of the work, and our recommendations 
about how this work might develop in an English setting. We believe however 
that the underlying principles are relevant beyond the specific context of 
England. (Indeed, as an illustration, some of these approaches were included 
in the Simpson review of Welsh local government that was undertaken during 
2010/11). 

Visit www.local.gov.uk  

1. Summary 

1.2 The question we have been asking is does the present configuration of 
services, often delivered through agencies that report nationally, best serve 
the needs of citizens. In particular could the ability to more locally configure 
services be both more efficient and more effective. 

1.3 Total Place was the initial name of this approach. It was initiated by the 
(then) Leadership Centre for Local Government (now part of the LGA). The 
approach developed momentum and the then Government agreed to support 
a series of prototypes working in different areas. Crucially, whilst local 
government was in the lead in each area, the work and approach was 
developed across the public sector in each area. There was significant 
Ministerial engagement, not least by Ministers in the Treasury. 

1.4. The areas involved in Total Place were: Birmingham; Bradford; Central 
Bedfordshire & Luton; Croydon; Coventry, Solihull & Warwickshire; Dorset, 
Poole & Bournemouth; Durham; Kent; Leicester & Leicestershire; Lewisham; 
Manchester City Region & Warrington; South Tyneside, Sunderland & 
Gateshead; Worcestershire. Developed over twelve months it included 63 
local authorities, 34 Primary Care Trusts, 12 fire authorities, 13 police 
authorities, and a wide range of third sector organisations and service delivery 
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bodies. The 13 pilots covered a combined population of more than 11 million 
people. More than 70 other local areas engaged in similar work. 

1.5. The present Government initiated a further stage of this approach called 
Community Budgets. Sixteen councils/groups of councils were selected for 
the first phase. Councils in the first 16 areas implementing community 
budgets have been pursuing an ambitious, yet necessary goal. Ambitious 
because it represents no less than a fundamental transformation of the way 
public services operate; necessary because the fragmented nature of 
provision with its myriad funding streams and bureaucracies has failed to 
deliver better outcomes. The stark financial climate has made the case for 
change ever more pressing.  

1.6 The focus of the work of these sixteen areas has been about complex 
families. Typically, a vast range of agencies would be engaged with such 
families, involving considerable cost to the exchequer, yet results were less 
tangible. As well as the complexity of the interaction between the families and 
the state, there were two particular problems which exacerbated difficulties. 
First interventions that might address problems at an early stage would be 
made by one agency, but the resulting savings would be made by another 
agency. Secondly there were few positive incentives to secure successful 
early intervention, rather than incur greater costs later. 

1.7 Progress has been made, yet challenges remain. In the last year or so the 
development of integrated public services in pilot areas has been hindered by 
vested departmental interests, despite the work of councils to help families 
with complex needs. 

1.8 There are lessons for the other areas joining them and the whole place 
and neighbourhood pilots. The Local Government Association (LGA) will 
continue to help share experience and knowledge across the sector.  

1.9 Factors for making public service integration and community budgets a 
success will include:  

 An accountability mechanism from place to Parliament that allows for 
the integration of public services;  

 A strong local vision of the public service transformation that partners 
can invest into;  

 Strong Cabinet-level political support for pooling (which means that 
local partners might shift resources from their budget to other local 
organisations better placed to achieve those outcomes);  

 Joint Ministerial/council leader governance to oversee the success of 
community budgets (underpinned by local/central official level 
governance);  

 Extension of the shared burden of proof in the City Deal prospectus to 
community budget areas;  

 Support arrangements that are demand-led by places;  
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 Lobbying by Government of the EU to allow European Social Fund 
(ESF) pooling;  
 

 Technical support for new forms of commissioning (for example an 
Early Intervention Foundation);  

 Mitigation of the risk that new forms of local governance and 
commissioning structures in the police and health service respectively 
reinforce silos;  

 Continued progress on systems issues, in particular data creation and 
sharing, including the pace with which information is shared; and  

 Greater coherence in commissioning geography. DWP alone has 3 
geographies - ESF, Work Programme and Job Centre Plus.  

2. A Changing Context 

2.1 The summer disorder dramatically altered the context to this initiative. The 
Prime Minister’s reiteration of his ambition to turn around the lives of 120,000 
troubled families formed a central plank of the Government’s response, 
throwing into sharp focus the work being undertaken locally.  

2.2 Further information on the approach of the new cross-governmental 
Troubled Families Team in CLG was announced. This will build on the 
existing approach and good work that is already underway locally. It 
recognises that it is clear that councils and their local partners have the 
services and relationships to work with families with multiple problems. Prior 
to the announcement, local government had not been waiting idly by while the 
Government developed its plans. Councils recognised the need to address 
the fragmented nature of services for these families and were taking action 
before the summer disturbances. They are doing this because it is a priority 
for them locally. 

2.3 Due to these changes, the focus for this programme in Whitehall has 
moved away from reform of public services through community budgets to 
meeting the Prime Minister’s commitment. What has been learnt in the first 16 
areas will nonetheless be valuable as local areas build on this work and 
continue to change and improve services for families with complex needs. 
However, it is the whole place pilots that offer hope for realising the full 
potential that local government has long argued place-based budgets offer: 
public services that, freed from the constraints of arbitrary organisational and 
funding structures, are able to address the needs of a local area more 
accountably, efficiently and effectively.  

3. National arrangements and support 

3.1 The national support offer and programme management has not been 
helped by two departments with differing priorities steering it.   Communities 
and Local Government (CLG)’s agenda was to test the community budget 
concept, whereas Department for Education’s (DfE) interest lay in the direct 
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support to troubled families and less the mechanics of public sector reform. 
The establishment of the cross-departmental Troubled Families Team in CLG, 
and the consolidation this represents, presents an opportunity for a more 
coherent approach across Whitehall.  

3.2 The shared burden of proof between local level and Whitehall set out in 
the recent City Deals prospectus should also be extended to community 
budget areas. Whitehall should be expected to devolve power unless it has a 
legitimate and evidence-based reason not to. Central control should not be 
the default option.  

3.3 The Government has offered an array of support to the first 16 areas, but 
a demand-led approach would not only be more effective, but a better use of 
resources. Whilst there have been common challenges, not all areas require 
the same types or level of support. One size does not fit all.  

3.4 National support could have been more beneficial, had it been developed 
to meet the actual needs of local areas. 

4. Barriers and progress 

4.1 Local areas have encountered various barriers in developing their 
community budgets, some of which have been overcome or worked around, 
some are a work in progress and some remain. Not every barrier necessarily 
needs a central government solution; sometimes what is required is a greater 
understanding in Whitehall of the constraints that local areas must work within 
and their associated impact.  

4.2 Progress has been made: stronger relationships have been forged across 
agencies, the evidence base further developed, priorities aligned, governance 
put in place and multi-agency delivery models are working with families to turn 
their lives around. But the pace of progress has sometimes been frustratingly 
slow and limited. Budgets have been aligned and resources combined, but 
pooled funding - crucial to overcoming split incentives, the perennial obstacle 
which hinders investment - has in most cases failed to materialise.  

4.3 A huge shift is required for people to think "whole public sector": to think 
about the investment, outcomes and savings across an area, rather than in 
organisational silos. Investing when another organisation may reap the 
benefits is counter-intuitive to the traditional protection of organisational or 
departmental budgets and needs both technical solutions and political will.  

4. 4 Also vital to addressing this barrier is the work being undertaken by the 
Greater Manchester and Birmingham Exemplar project to develop a joint 
investment model, supported by the necessary tools and techniques, to 
enable partners across community budget areas to move towards a position 
where they can jointly commission and de-commission activity to achieve 
shared priority outcomes with increased cost-effectiveness. A robust cost-
benefit analysis model has been developed in partnership with government 
departments, including the Treasury, to support agencies in reaching an 



Agenda Item 2                                                                           LGR/S4/12/6/3 
7 March 2012  
 

5 
 

agreement on how much money each will commit to a specific intervention 
relative to the forecast level of benefit they will see in future. They have also 
developed an early draft of an ‘Investment Agreement template' that sets out 
the kinds of issues and questions areas are likely to need to work through in 
order to reach the point of being able to sign a legally binding investment 
agreement. 

5. Administrative arrangements and governance implications  

5.1 There has rightly been little prescription from central government as to the 
administrative arrangements for establishing community budgets at a local 
level. This local flexibility has been crucial to ensure an appropriate fit with the 
varied existing local structures and arrangements as opposed to a prescribed 
approach. A range of approaches across local areas have therefore 
flourished. The particular model is less important than ensuring that there is 
oversight and cooperation at both strategic and operational levels.  

5.2 Two acid tests for shared accountability will be other partners being willing 
to pool budgets on the basis that it will achieve not only their outcomes, but 
those identified across the area, and, the confidence and ability to make 
decisions about the de-commissioning of mainstream services. 

5.3 One of the reasons that Government departments are reluctant to 
encourage local agencies to pool budgets is one of national accountability to 
Parliament. Departmental Accounting Officers (Permanent Secretaries) have 
to provide assurance about the propriety, regularity and value for money of 
public spending voted to their department by Parliament.  Difficulties in 
tracking public spending have made some Accounting Officers reluctant to 
pool and align budgets.  But CLG and Treasury have developed a 
Memorandum of Understanding that makes Sir Bob Kerslake the single 
Accounting Officer for all money pooled locally in Community Budgets in 
2011/12. This should be extended to future years to give organisations the 
assurance to combine budgets.  

5.4 Parliamentary accountability also creates challenges for the Government's 
localism agenda.  Work is underway to address the issue of accountability 
and localism, spearheaded by Greg Clark, the Minister for Decentralisation. 
This work proposes that Accounting Officers for devolved services are 
accountable for the overall systems they put in place, that they can track 
performance, manage failure, and make allocative decisions, rather than the 
entirety of spending decisions locally.  

6. Whole Place pilots 

6. 1 Government has now agreed 4 Whole Place projects. These cover 
Greater Manchester (10 local authorities), Cheshire West and Cheshire, 
Essex and the Tri-Boroughs (Westminster, Kensington and Chelsea, 
Hammersmith and Fulham). 
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6.2 Each area will have a dedicated team, bringing people together across 
local public services, but also augmented by 29 Whitehall officials who are 
being seconded to the four areas. 

6.3 The teams started work at the end of February 2012, and will report later 
this autumn. Each of the areas will have a slightly different mix of issues 
which will be addressed, but all will focus on an evidence based approach to 
public service reform, and a new investment model for their financing across 
local public services. 
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

 6th Meeting, 2011 (Session 4), Wednesday 7 March 2012 
 

SSIs cover note 
 
SSI titles 
and 
numbers: 
 

Non-Domestic Rates (Levying) (Scotland) (No.2) Regulations 
2012 (SSI 2012/29) 

 
 

Type of Instruments: 
 

Negative 

Coming into force: 1 April 2012  

Local Government and 
Regeneration Committee 
deadline to consider SSI: 

19 March 2012 

  

Motion for annulment lodged: Yes 

SSI drawn to Parliament’s 
attention by Sub Leg Committee: 
 

 
No 

Purpose of the instrument: 

1. The instrument makes provision from 1 April 2012 to 31 March 2015 for a flat 
rate poundage supplement to apply to retail properties in Scotland with a rateable 
value of £300,000 or more that are licensed to sell alcohol and also registered to sell 
tobacco. 

Motion to annul 

2. Margaret Mitchell has lodged S4M-02155, which invites the Local Government 
and Regeneration Committee to recommend to the Parliament that the instrument be 
annulled. 

 
Local Government and Regeneration Committee consideration: 

2. Negative instruments are instruments that are “subject to annulment” by 
resolution of the Parliament for a period of 40 days after they are laid.  All negative 
instruments are considered by the Subordinate Legislation Committee (on various 
technical grounds) and by the relevant lead committee (on policy grounds).  Under 
Rule 10.4, any member (whether or not a member of the lead committee) may, 
within the 40-day period, lodge a motion for consideration by the lead committee 
recommending annulment of the instrument.  

3. In this instance, as previously noted, such a motion has been lodged. 

4. As Members will note, consideration of the instrument has been split in to two 
items. The first item provides an opportunity for Members to take evidence from the 
Minister for Local Government and Planning and his officials. 
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5. The second item is a debate on motion S4M-02155. The debate may last up to 
90 minutes. After debate on the motion, the Committee will be asked whether it 
agrees to the motion. 

6. If the motion is agreed to, the Parliamentary Bureau must then lodge a motion to 
annul the instrument for consideration by the Parliament. If that is also agreed to, 
Scottish Ministers must revoke the instrument.  
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Mr Sean Wixted 
Assistant Clerk 
Local Government & Regeneration Committee 
The Scottish Parliament 
Edinburgh EH99 1SP 

 
1 March 2012 

 
Dear Mr Wixted, 
 

The Scottish Government’s Non‐Domestic Rates  (Levying)  (Scotland)  (No.2) Regulations 
2012 ‐ the ‘larger retailers levy’ 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the Committee’s deliberations and scrutiny of the 
Scottish  Government’s  Regulation  which  will  introduce  a  £95m  business  rates  levy  on  larger 
retailers selling alcohol and tobacco.  
 
CBI Scotland does not support the proposed £95m surcharge on Scottish‐based larger retailers and 
asks that the Committee rejects the measure.  
 
We note that the retail  levy  is one part of an extra £131m  in additional taxes that firms will pay 
over the Spending Review period, in addition to the extra rates being levied on firms with empty 
commercial premises. The two tax rises were a disappointing ‘sting in the tail’ from an otherwise 
encouraging Budget.  
 
We have a number of specific objections and concerns about this proposed extra tax, the key ones 
being: 
 
 The proposed levy contradicts and is wholly at odds with the Scottish Government’s stated 

aim1  of  ensuring  Scotland  is  “the most  attractive  place  for  doing  business  in  Europe.” 
Government and Parliament should be promoting Scotland as an attractive destination for 
business investment, not sending out entirely the opposite message to potential investors 
and  undermining  the  credibility  of  efforts  to  tempt  large  retail  inward  investments  to 
Scotland.  
 

 The proposed  levy marks a decisive departure away  from the Uniform Business Rate and 
poundage rate parity with the rest of the UK, which business fought long and hard for and 
which our members want  to  see  government  and parliamentarians honour.  Indeed,  the 

                                                            
1
 Scotland’s Spending Plans & Draft Budget 2011‐12, Scottish Government, p81 
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Cabinet Secretary for Finance has himself lately described as “damaging”2 the policy of the 
previous  devolved Administration which  saw  Scottish‐based  firms  put  at  a  “competitive 
disadvantage  for 7  continuous years” by having  to pay 10% more  in non‐domestic  rates 
than their counterparts  in England until 2007  ‐ yet he  is now advocating  large retailers  in 
Scotland  pay  over  20%3 more  than  English  counterparts  for  at  least  the  next  3  years. 
Unpicking poundage  rate parity opens  the door  in  subsequent devolved Budgets  to  the 
retail  levy  threshold  being  lowered  or  other  sectors  being  targeted with  similar  levies, 
particularly if the Government’s programme of spending reductions and efficiency savings 
fail to generate the desired savings or  if the projected  income from overall business rates 
fails to materialise.  

 
 This proposed  levy  is at odds with the Scottish Government’s stated aim4 of “delivering a 

competitive tax regime which  incentivises business growth and attracts mobile  factors of 
production”. The £95m levy will make it more expensive for retailers to invest in Scotland 
and could put at risk much needed  investment,  for example  from retail chains which are 
often able to choose locations elsewhere in the UK or indeed abroad for their investments. 
The  refusal  to  re‐introduce  non‐domestic  rates  transitional  relief  following  the  2010 
commercial property revaluation, when rates bills south of the border remain capped, has 
already made Scottish retail premises more expensive over the short to medium term.  

 
 The  proposed  levy  could  undermine  Scottish  Government  policy  and  funding  streams 

designed  to  support  the  creation of  town  centre Business  Improvement Districts  (BIDs).  
BIDs are funded by a mandatory BID levy related to their non‐domestic rates liability, and 
this hefty new  retail  levy  could well diminish  the appetite of  larger  retailers  to  support, 
vote for, and fund Business  Improvement Districts. This  levy could hold back the creation 
of new BIDs and poses a threat to the renewal of existing ones when their term expires. In 
addition to this proposed new  levy,  larger retailers are already subject to (a) their normal 
rates  bill  (which  is  subject  to  rise  this  coming  financial  year  by  5.6%),  (b)  the  existing 
supplementary  levy  that  all  larger  firms  ‐  including  retailers  –  pay  towards  funding  the 
Small Business Bonus, and (c) a BID levy if they fall within a Business Improvement District 
area.  
 

 The  absence  of  a  Business  &  Regulatory  Impact  Assessment  is  a  serious  omission  and 
contradicts  the best practice guidance and  thrust of  the Scottish Government’s welcome 
better regulation agenda (i.e. to genuinely consult with business prior to the  introduction 
of  new  regulations)  and  the  recommendations  of  the  Scottish  Government’s  own 
Regulatory Review Group. The  lack of a BRIA means that a full and proper assessment of 
the wider  implications  of  the  levy  has  not  been  undertaken,  e.g.  its  potential  negative 
impact on the construction and store fit‐out sectors, employment, on the  implications for 
BIDS,  the  potential  to  cede  jobs  to  online  retailers  based  out‐with  Scotland  resulting  in 
lower tax revenues5, the cost of the added complexity to the system of non‐domestic rates 
etc.  
 

 The publication of  the detailed Regulation  just a  few weeks before  the  start of  the new 
financial  year  is unsatisfactory, especially  as  retailers  and other  firms  seek predictability 
when  it comes to budgetary planning purposes ahead of the new financial year. We note 

                                                            
2
 Spending Review 2011 – Open letter to Scottish business, Scottish Government website, 30 September 2011 
3
 Scotland on Sunday article says retailers will pay 22% more in rates under the retail levy, 2 October 2011 
4 Scottish Government’s economic strategy, p29 
5
 Report to the Finance Committee on the Draft Scottish Budget 2011‐12 by Professor David Bell, November 2010 
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the  suggestion  put  forward  recently  by  the  First  Minister6  (in  the  context  of  the  UK 
Government’s recent oil & gas levy) that changes in business taxation should be subject to 
a year’s “statutory consultation” before their  implementation, and wonder why this does 
not seem to apply in this instance.  
 

CBI Scotland is alarmed and has deep misgivings about the proposed £95m retail levy and both its 
short  and  longer  term  implications,  and  believe  that  it  puts  at  risk  Scotland’s  reputation  as  a 
welcoming destination for business investment.  
 
We would urge the Committee to reject the levy.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
David Lonsdale 
Assistant Director 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                            
6
 6 Sep 2011, STV news website: ‘Alex Salmond has launched a fresh attack on the UK Government's decision to levy a windfall tax on oil companies, 
claiming it has led to offshore projects being cancelled.’ 
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Sean Wixted 
Local Government & Regeneration Committee 
The Scottish Parliament 
Edinburgh EH99 1SP 
 
 

 
Dear Sean 
 
Non-Domestic Rates (Levying) (Scotland) (No.2) Regulations 2012 – Comments by the 
Scottish Property Federation 
 
1. The Scottish Property Federation represents the commercial property industry including 

a number of retail developers and investors.  We understand that the Committee meets 
next week to discuss a Motion to Annul brought by Margaret Mitchell MSP against the 
‘Public Health Levy’ order.  We urge the Committee to support this motion to annul 
because we feel the Public Health Levy may not achieve significant results in terms of 
reducing alcohol and tobacco related illnesses.  Furthermore we believe the levy will 
seriously damage investment, jobs and the competitiveness of the Scottish economy. 

 
Extent of the Levy 
 
2. The Levy will raise some £95mn over three years and will be targeted at large retail 

stores selling both alcohol and tobacco that are of £300,000 rateable value.  Some 240 
stores will be caught across Scotland.  The poundage rate for these stores will increase 
by 9.3p in the pound this year and then to 13p in the pound from April 2014 for two 
years.  This will mean that the stores affected are likely to be paying over 60p in the 
pound from April 2013 and for the fiscal year 2014-15.  This will be the highest poundage 
rate set in Britain since the changes to business rates were introduced in 1990.  

 
How the levy will be used 
 
3. We do not know precisely how the substantial sums raised by the Levy are to be used.  

Ministers have said the money is hypothecated and will go towards preventative 
spending, but we do not yet know what this spending will entail.  Neither do we 
understand how the spending will be measured to determine the success or failure of the 
levy and its contribution towards preventative spending. 

 
Who will pay? 
 
4. The vast bulk of the levy will be paid by the big four retailers – Asda, Morrisons, 

Sainsbury’s and Tesco.  Indeed Tesco are reported to be facing a bill of some £36mn 
alone.  We understand that the Scottish Government believes that this is acceptable 
because of the large company profits achieved by these companies – but these profits 
largely come from outside Scotland.  It is also our understanding that these companies 
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achieve success through high volume low margin sales and that the levy will directly 
undermine the bottom line of these stores. 

 
Investment 
 
5. Retail development during the recession has remained relatively positive to date.  The 

SPF fears that the imposition of the levy is already having a negative influence on 
decision-makers about their future investment choices however.  International or UK 
Boards have many choices about where to invest and seek the best return.  One such 
major retail company at our recent annual conference (28th February) publicly stated that 
the levy ‘could tip the balance’ against investment in Scotland and we have heard similar 
views expressed from all of their major competitors. 

 
6. In the long run high business rates run the risk of deterring investment decisions by the 

retailers.  There is a risk that this could ultimately reduce the attractiveness of their 
stores and Scottish commercial property as an investment choice.  

 
Summary 
 
7. The Public Health Levy will increase business rates for those affected to a level not seen 

since the effective nationalisation of the business rate in 1990.  We fear this will 
negatively influence retail investors and will undermine Scotland’s reputation as a place 
to do business. The companies who will pay the levy do not need to invest their time and 
resource in Scotland and we do see the perceptions created by the levy, of singling out 
successful businesses, as a major concern. 

 
8. Neither can we be certain about the use and effectiveness of the money raised for the 

levy.  This appears unclear and there is little sign of how the use to the money will be 
measured.  This leads us to ask whether the government is in a position to use the 
money wisely in this forthcoming fiscal year.  Also, we wonder if the government 
explored alternative means of working with the retailers to tackle issues surrounding 
alcohol and tobacco. 

 
9. Therefore we ask the Committee to support Margaret Mitchell’s Motion to annul and we 

hope that even at this stage the Scottish Government reconsiders this tax. 
 
 
 
David Melhuish 
Director 
Scottish Property Federation 
dmelhuish@bpf.org.uk 
0131 220 6353 
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Non-Domestic Rates (Levying) (No 2) Regulations 2012 
Evidence to the Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 
 
About the SRC 
 
1. The Scottish Retail Consortium (SRC) is the lead trade association representing 

the whole range of retailers in Scotland, from independents through to the large 
multiples and department stores, selling a wide selection of products through 
town-centre, out-of-town, rural and online stores. 

 
Background 
 
2. With millions of consumer visits every week, retail is at the heart of Scotland’s 

communities with a unique role in delivering products and services to everyone in 
Scotland.  It is Scotland’s largest private-sector employer (see Annex A) and an 
essential motor of the economy and of investment/regeneration.  In recent years 
grocery retailers have also worked increasingly closely with the Government to 
help promote and grow sales of Scottish products, not only in Scotland but across 
the UK and beyond (also in Annex A).  However, the sector is still experiencing 
very serious trading challenges.  Consumer confidence has recently been weaker 
in Scotland than the UK average and figures from the latest monthly Scottish 
Retail Sales Monitor show that January’s total sales were 1.5% lower than a year 
ago, which was the worst fall in total sales for any month in over a decade. 

 
Retail property and business rates 
 
3. Retail is a highly property-intensive sector.  Other non-domestic ratepayers often 

have a far wider choice of sites to locate than retailers who require accessible 
sites for customers.  This restricts the market for retail property, raising both 
property costs and non-domestic rates to significantly higher levels than average. 

 
4. Total business rates in Scotland are around £2.2bn per annum and retailers 

already pay around one-quarter of that, the highest proportion of any sector.  The 
levy exacerbates the disproportionate burden on parts of the retail sector and 
imposes substantial additional costs, running to tens of millions of pounds over 
the next three years for the companies concerned, over and above other steep 
increases in businesses rates.  This comes at the same time as cost pressures 
on energy, transport and basic commodities. 

 
5. Many retailers have already seen significant uplifts in their business rates over 

the last two years.  The impact of the 2010 Revaluation, the abolition of 
transitional relief and the 4.6% rise in the poundage rate in April 2011, to 42.6p, 
together significantly increased the financial burden.  The Scottish Government 
recently confirmed an additional above-inflation 5.6% increase in the general 
poundage rate to 45p in April 2012, even before the additional impact of the new 
supplement – an increase itself estimated to cost the retail sector an additional 
£35 million, all at a time of very difficult trading challenges, as noted above. 
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6. All larger businesses already pay the poundage supplement of 0.7p to help fund 
the Small Business Bonus Scheme.  This will also be increased in April to 0.8p by 
another instrument before the Committee, the Non-Domestic Rates (Levying) 
(Scotland) Regulations 2012.  Even without the Public Health Supplement, it is 
estimated that the affected 240 stores would be paying more than £130m in 
Scottish business rates in 2012/13. 

 
7. In some areas retailers also pay a voluntary Business Improvement District 

supplement.  The sector provides a very significant proportion of the total £10 
million BID levy income each year. 

 
Purpose of the new proposal 
 
8. The retail supplement is presented as a public health levy.  There is still no 

objective evidence to support this description.  It appears simply to be a tax raid 
targeted specifically at a handful of companies which the Government believes 
can afford to pay.  There is no precedent for introducing such an element into the 
system of business rates which are by definition allocated to general funding of 
local authorities. 

 
9. It is stated that the estimated income raised from the supplement will contribute 

to preventative health spending measures to be taken forward jointly by local 
authorities and their partners in the NHS, Government and third sector.  It is not 
clear that these will relate to health and social problems associated with alcohol 
and tobacco use.  The fact that the money will not be ring-fenced for specific 
initiatives further undermines the case for its introduction, and it is surprising that 
for a measure presented as a public health levy, no evidence has been produced 
on the impact it will have on (a) the price, (b) sales and consumption of alcohol 
and tobacco; and (c) improvement to public health and reduced costs to society. 

 
10. If this is a health levy related to alcohol and tobacco sales, we are surprised and 

concerned at the decision to target a handful of companies in a single sector for 
the purposes identified.  Evidence has not been presented on what percentage of 
alcohol and tobacco sales will be taxed and what percentage will not.  Major 
retailers take the responsible retailing of alcohol, tobacco and all other lines 
extremely seriously.  They have led industry in working in close partnership with 
the Government towards achieving this aim and in supporting associated health 
objectives.  They contribute substantial sums towards the funding of DrinkAware, 
pioneered the prevention of under-age sales through the Challenge 25 initiative 
and have led the way on clear alcohol labelling.  Over many years they have led 
industry in their nutritional initiatives and their commitment to help consumers to 
make healthier and balanced choices in the food they buy.  As recently as July 
2011, the SRC and major retailers announced, to wide acclaim, a major new 
commitment to support greater consumption of fruit and vegetables.  It makes no 
sense to target this supplementary levy on retail businesses already engaged in 
supporting healthier lifestyles.  We submitted separate evidence on this aspect to 
the Health & Sport Committee during its own consideration of the draft Budget. 

 
11. All alcohol and tobacco sales are already subject to a special tax – excise duty.  

In 2010/11, alcohol duties raised £9.5bn for the Exchequer and tobacco duties 
£9.3bn (with VAT on those sales providing further revenue). 
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Scope of the proposal 
 
12. The levy applies to around 240 stores selling both alcohol and tobacco with a 

rateable value in excess of £300,000.  The threshold is arbitrary and not 
evidence-based, and there is concern throughout the wider business community 
that it could be broadened, or extended to other products, in the future. 

 
13. In his final Budget statement on 8 February, and following constructive 

discussions, the Finance Secretary announced some welcome reductions in the 
overall take of the proposed tax totalling £15m over three years, and a sunset 
clause to limit the duration of the levy to those three years.  However, the levy will 
still be used to raise around £95 million over three years – £25 million in 2012/13 
and £35 million in each of the two subsequent years (noting that this represents a 
40% increase in the level of the supplement after the first year). 

 
14. This implies an average supplement of c.£105,000 per store in 2012/13, adding 

around 20% extra to already rising rates bills in the first year of the levy; rising to 
more than £145,000 (27% extra) per store by 2014/15. 

 
15. In correspondence accompanying the latest Budget statement, the Scottish 

Government has confirmed that: “Both existing and new-build stores that do not 
sell both alcohol and tobacco, or cease to do so in year, will not be liable”. 

 
16. The Scottish Government has said that the levy only equates to 0.1% of retail 

turnover in Scotland.  However that referred to the turnover of all retailers and so 
was not a relevant figure, in a number of different ways: 

 
a) Business rates are a property tax, unrelated to turnover or profit. 
b) Retail is a high-turnover, low-margin business.  Supermarkets are 

currently operating on 3-5% profit margins, with increasing price 
competition adding further pressure to those margins. 

c) There are many other sectors of the Scottish economy with similar or 
higher turnovers and profits. 

 
17. Given these margins, the levy clearly makes very significant additional inroads 

into the profits of individual stores, and it is profit which drives investors, not 
turnover, and an impact of this order will influence investment decisions.  In 
December, retailers presented the Finance Secretary with clear evidence that the 
levy amounted to around 8-10% of profit for their Scottish supermarket 
operations, and more than this at some individual stores.  Although this 
percentage will now have reduced slightly in line with the reduction of £5m per 
year in the total revenue to be raised, it will still be a significant proportion. 

 
18. To pay the cost of a levy at £35 million per year as proposed in 2013/14 and 

2014/15, then assuming an average margin of 4%, those retailers would need to 
make additional sales of over £800 million, net of VAT.  The levy sends the wrong 
message to retailers and retail developers considering investment in Scotland, 
that the nation is a less competitive location to invest and even that their 
operations are not particularly welcome here. 

 
Impact of the proposal 
 
19. It remains of great concern that the measure has not been subject to a detailed 

Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment setting out the impact of the 
proposal on both investment and jobs.  For any taxation proposal of this 



Agenda Item 3  LGR/S4/12/6/9 
7 March 2012 

4 
 

magnitude, it is unthinkable for no impact assessment and analysis to be 
produced to ensure transparency of consideration. 

 
20. In seeking to justify the absence of an impact assessment, the Scottish 

Government has said that it will affect ‘only 0.1% of premises’.  This merely 
demonstrates (a) the disproportionality and discrimination inherent in targeting a 
£95m tax over three years at a very small number of sites in only one sector, and 
(b) that there is no assessment of the impact for those stores. 

 
21. Notwithstanding our broader concerns in relation to the business rates system, 

the system of five-yearly revaluations and a centrally set poundage rate provides 
retailers with some degree of cost certainty despite its flaws.  The Government’s 
decision to announce the measure with no prior consultation, or mention in the 
manifesto, was unwelcome.  The companies concerned were given limited notice 
of the proposed levy, and at a time when they were already advanced with setting 
and finalising their own property budgets for the coming financial year.  It is 
unsatisfactory for business planning that final figures for business rates, reliefs 
and supplements are not confirmed until only a few weeks before their 
introduction. 

 
22. It is also clear that the proposal is inequitable.  Business rates are a tax on the 

occupation and use of property.  Objectively nothing has changed in relation to 
the use of retail properties which would warrant the imposition of this levy on the 
retail properties concerned. 

 
23. Targeting a single part of a single sector inevitably sends out the wrong signals to 

existing and potential investors.  Applying this levy on large retailers is short-
sighted and counter-productive.  This is particularly the case when private-sector 
investment and job creation must play a central role in the economic recovery.  
Such actions can only undermine the Government’s stated aim of ensuring that 
the country is the “most attractive place for doing business in Europe”. 

 
24. Furthermore, in the medium term, there is clearly a risk that such exceptional 

increases may lead retailers and other businesses to look less favourably on 
investment in Scotland.  Additional property costs could weaken the competitive 
position of locations in Scotland due to the property-intensive nature of the retail 
sector and the fact that there are alternative investment locations both within the 
UK and internationally.  With retail-led development a central element of the 
strategy to regenerate key parts of the country, such an outcome would clearly be 
undesirable. 

 
Process for introducing the proposal 
 
25. The Scottish Government has often acknowledged the important role that 

retailers play in the Scottish economy and the contribution that they make to 
society through job creation, investment and support for Scottish suppliers. 

 
26. New forms of taxation and their implementation are always complex.  The 

Government has previously supported full consultation prior to the introduction of 
new taxation, to give certainty and confidence to the businesses affected and has 
underlined the importance of evidence-based policy making. 

 
27. Parliamentary scrutiny of the new supplement is limited given the use of negative 

secondary, rather than primary, legislation, and the lack of a Business and 
Regulatory Impact Assessment.  We have been concerned at the lack of 
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transparent consideration.  It is usually an accepted principle that major new 
types of taxation should be given as much parliamentary scrutiny as possible but 
the procedure being used does not allow the flaws and impacts to be fully 
assessed and debated. 

 
28. The levy has been opposed by a wide range of leading organisations, all 

concerned about the broader implications.  As well as CBI Scotland, these 
included the shopworkers’ union Usdaw, the Scottish Chambers of Commerce, 
Scottish Council for Development & Industry, Scottish Property Federation, Wine 
& Spirit Trade Association and the British Council of Shopping Centres.  Even the 
Federation of Small Businesses in Scotland did not appear to be wholeheartedly 
supporting the levy, rightly expressing concern in its submission about the ‘link 
between taxation and products sold.  While small businesses will not be affected 
by the proposal, the precedent has been set and thresholds could easily be 
lowered in future budgets’. 

 
Conclusion 
 
29. The SRC continues strongly to support the Government in its efforts to drive 

economic growth.  It is in the interests of all concerned that the country emerges 
from the economic downturn in as strong a position as possible to compete in a 
global market.  To achieve this aim, it is essential that private-sector growth is not 
impaired and that the broader perception of Scotland remains as a competitive 
location to do business.  Despite welcome recent concessions, the levy remains 
ill-devised and inconsistent with the Government’s position on other taxes, on 
better regulation and the need to stimulate the economy.  We support the motion 
to annul the introduction of this supplement on business rates. 

 
Scottish Retail Consortium 

2 March 2012 
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Annex A 
 
Retail employment 
 
 The retail sector plays a vital role in maintaining and creating employment in 

Scotland and is its largest private-sector employer.  Around 239,000 jobs, or 9% 
of the Scottish workforce (more than tourism), are in retail.  Against the backdrop 
of continued economic difficulties, it is essential that the business environment 
actively supports job creation and investment.  Additional costs, such as those 
proposed in this levy, impede and undermine that contribution. 

 
 It is also important to recognise the range of opportunities offered.  Retail 

provides high-quality jobs for people from a very diverse range of backgrounds in 
the broadest range of geographical locations of any sector.  The sector thus 
makes a concrete contribution to providing employment in some of the most 
deprived communities.  A career in retail provides opportunities to develop 
transferable skills such as buying, marketing, customer service, management and 
many technical disciplines. 

 
 Retail also contributes significantly to tackling youth unemployment.  There were 

recently estimated to be 88,000 Scottish retail workers aged under 25.  Of these, 
49% had their highest qualification at SVQ Level 3.  Only 4% had no 
qualifications. 

 
 At UK level, more than 4 out of 10 new employees taken on by the retail sector in 

the last 12 months have been aged between 16 and 21, according to figures from 
the British Retail Consortium (BRC). A survey of BRC members responsible for 
more than 1m retail jobs found 42 per cent of new starters were aged 21 or 
younger, which equates to at least 13,500 jobs for this age group.  Retailing was 
found to provide 42% of 16-to-17-year olds in employment with a job.  Similarly, it 
provides 40% of employment for 18-to-19-year-olds and 25% for 20-to-24 year 
olds. 

 
 Across the UK, retailers invest an average of £1,275 per employee in training 

each year.  Retailers account for over 12 per cent of the UK's total training spend. 
The £1,275 figure compares with just over £800 for staff in the financial sector 
and £1200 for those in manufacturing. 

 
Partnership working via the Scottish Grocery Retailers’ Forum 
 
 Over the last 3 years, the Scottish Grocery Retailers’ Forum has evolved into an 

important plank of the Government’s Food & Drink Policy. 
 
 By closer working between retailers and the Government and organisations such 

as Scotland Food & Drink, it has gradually been realised what can be achieved 
and what doors can be opened through such partnerships. 

 
 The areas of engagement were set out in the following commitments by major 

retailers in 2009: 

1. We will work in partnership with Scotland's food and drink producers and 
suppliers, and play our role in ensuring food security for Scotland's 
people. 



Agenda Item 3  LGR/S4/12/6/9 
7 March 2012 

7 
 

2. We will work with Scotland Food and Drink and our supply chain partners 
to ensure there is appropriate information for consumers to help them 
choose Scottish products 

3. We will provide customers with clear information and a range of products 
to enable them to choose an affordable, healthy diet; and will promote 
food and alcohol responsibly. 

4. We will meet consumer demand to ensure foods that have been produced 
in compliance with high animal welfare and environmental standards. 

5. We will help Scotland reduce its environmental impact, by contributing to 
meeting its climate change targets and moving towards a zero waste 
society, including reducing and managing food waste. 

 There have been significant increases in sales and choice of Scottish products, 
and some excellent initiatives have developed on local sourcing and helping 
Scottish producers/processors to grow and to understand how to succeed in the 
Scottish, UK and international grocery markets. 

 
 SRC and its members have been keen to build on this work with the Government 

and Parliament.  The punitive levy announcement was a setback to the 
enthusiasm and dynamism of all those retailers and individuals involved, and to 
partnership working. 
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

 6th Meeting, 2011 (Session 4), Wednesday 7 March 2012 
 

SSIs cover note 
 
SSI titles 
and 
numbers: 
 

Non-Domestic Rate (Scotland) Order 2012 
(SSI 2012/27); and 
 
Non-Domestic Rates (Levying) (Scotland) Regulations 
2012 (SSI 2012/28) 
 

 
Type of Instruments: 
 

Negative 

Coming into force: 1 April 2012  

Local Government and 
Regeneration Committee 
deadline to consider SSI: 

19 March 2012 

  

Motion for annulment lodged: No 

SSI drawn to Parliament’s 
attention by Sub Leg Committee: 
 

 
No 

Purpose of the instruments: 

1. These two negative instruments relate to Non Domestic Rates and both come 
into effect on 1 April 2012. 

2. The purpose of SSI 2012/27 is to set business rate poundage in Scotland at 45 
pence for 2012-13. SSI 2012/28 makes provision for reductions in non-domestic 
rates as a result of the Small Business Bonus Scheme and provides for a poundage 
supplement on larger business properties with a rateable value in excess of £35,000.  

3. The Subordinate Legislation Committee considered both of these instruments at 
its meeting on 21 February, and had no comments to make on them.  

 
Local Government and Regeneration Committee consideration: 

4. Negative instruments are instruments that are “subject to annulment” by 
resolution of the Parliament for a period of 40 days after they are laid.  All negative 
instruments are considered by the Subordinate Legislation Committee (on various 
technical grounds) and by the relevant lead committee (on policy grounds).  Under 
Rule 10.4, any member (whether or not a member of the lead committee) may, 
within the 40-day period, lodge a motion for consideration by the lead committee 
recommending annulment of the instrument. If the motion is agreed to, the 
Parliamentary Bureau must then lodge a motion to annul the instrument for 
consideration by the Parliament. If that is also agreed to, Scottish Ministers must 
revoke the instrument.  
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5. Each negative instrument appears on a committee agenda at the first opportunity 
after the Subordinate Legislation Committee has reported on it.  This means that, if 
questions are asked or concerns raised, consideration of the instrument can usually 
be continued to a later meeting to allow correspondence to be entered into or a 
Minister or officials invited to give evidence.  In other cases, the Committee may be 
content simply to note the instrument and agree to make no recommendations on it. 
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